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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING

12/12/05

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Bankston called the meeting to order at 3:15 P.M.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the November 14, 2005 meeting
as submitted by Senator Herndon; second by Senator Gray. Motion
passed.
Motion to approve the minutes of the November 28, 2005 meeting
as submitted by Senator Christensen; second by Senator
Mvuyekure. Motion passed.

CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION

•

No press present .

COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER

Interim Provost Lubker had no comments.

COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, RONNIE BANKSTON

Chair Bankston noted a past meeting was held with Public Safety
Director, Dave Zarifis, regarding security entering classrooms.
Mr. Zarifis has put together a committee to develop a
plan/protocol, which includes Senator Licari, Senator VanWormer,
Tim McKenna, University Counsel, and Ed Berry, Associate VicePresident/for Educational and Student Services.
·
·

•

Faculty Representatives on the Presidential Search Committee,
Ira Simet and Dan Power were present to share information with
the Senate, noting that Julia Wallace, Dean, College of Social
and Behavioral Sciences, has been added to the committee
increasing it to thirteen members. A list of the members of the
expanded Campus Committee was distributed and it will have its
first meeting Wednesday, December 14 to address the , task of
generating search criteria that they would like to propose at
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-·

the first meeting of the Search and Screening Advisory Committee
appointed by the Regents.
Dr. Power stated that United Faculty has established a committee
to look into the issue of the committee composition of the
Regents' appointed committee.
Chair Bankston commented that it is his understanding that they
have gained agreement from Regent Gartner on eight duties for
the committee, and those were reviewed.

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITMES FOR DOCKETING
895

Emeritus Status request for Carl Bollwinkel, Department of
Teaching, effective 8/05

Motion to docket in regular order as item #805 by Senator
Herndon; second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.

804
•

Curriculum Package Fall 2005

Associate Provost Koch reviewed the curriculum process for the
Senate and highlighted the package, noting that there are a
total of 102 new courses and 151 courses are being dropped from
the catalog. A lengthy discussion followed.
Motion to accept the Curriculum Package as submitted by Senator
O'Kane; second by Senator Kaparthi. Motion passed with one
abstention.

COMMENTS FROM FACUTY CHAIR, SUE JOSLYN
Faculty Chair. Joslyn noted that they are moving forward with
Turnitin.com.
Interim Provost Lubker is very supportive and the
issue now is who will pay for it in the long term.
Interim Provost Lubker stated that it will be treated as a one
or two year experiment, and will fund it for that period of
time.

•

She also noted that the Plagiarism and the Academic Rigor groups
met for the last time for the semester and will continue next
semester.
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•

In response to Senate Gray's questions as to the anticipated
start date for Turnitin.com, Faculty Chair Joslyn responded that
she is hoping it will be yet this month as they can then let
faculty know so that it can be included in their syllabus.

NEW BUSINESS

Faculty Representative for the UNI Health and Safety Committee
Motion to elect Michelle Swanson as Faculty Representative for
the UNI Health and Safety Committee by Senator Heston; second by
Senator vanWormer. Motion passed.

ONGOING

CETL Task Force

•

Chair Bankston noted that last spring, as a result of the Campus
Conversation, the Senate established a task force to look at the
Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, and whether or
not that facility should be funded.
Senator Heston, Task Force
Committee Chair, was present to discuss the report with the
senate. A lengthy discussion followed.
Motion by Senator Soneson to table the report, to put the report
on the web along with a way for faculty to respond to it, as
well as notifying the faculty that it will be discussed again at
the 1/23/06 Faculty Meeting, giving faculty time to respond
either at the web site or directly to senators so the Senate
will have more information; second by Senator O'Kane.
Discussion followed as to how to go about obtaining responses
from faculty.
Motion passed with one opposed.
ADJOURNMENT

DRAFT FOR SENATOR'S REVIEW
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING

•

12/12/05
1629
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PRESENT:
Ronnie Bankston, Maria Basom, David Christensen, Paul
Gray, Cindy Herndon, Melissa Heston, Sue Joslyn, Shashi
Kaparthi, Susan Koch, Bev Kopper, Michael Licari, James Lubker,
Pierre-Damien Mvuyekure, Steve O'Kane, Jerome Soneson, Laura
Strauss, Denise Tallakson, Katherine VanWormer, Donna Vinton,
Barb Weeg

Absent:

Rob Hitlan, Atul Mitra, Phil Patton

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Bankston called the meeting to order at 3:15 P.M.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Motion to approve the minutes of the November 14, 2005 meeting
as submitted by Senator Herndon; second by Senator Gray. Motion
passed.

•

Motion to approve the minutes of the November 28, 2005 meeting
as submitted by Senator Christensen; second by Senator
Mvuyekure. Motion passed.

CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION

No press present.

COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER

Interim Provost Lubker had no comments.

COMMENTS FROM CHAIR RONNIE BANKSTON

•

Chair Bankston noted that at a past meeting held with Public
Safety Director, Dave Zarifis, regarding security entering
classrooms, it was determined he would put together a committee
to develop a plan/protocol. He has begun that process with two
Senators agreeing to serve on that committee, Senator Licari and
Senator VanWormer. Tim McKenna, University Counsel, and Ed
Berry, Associate Vice-President/for Educational and Student
Services, will also serve on that committee.
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•

Faculty Representatives on the Presidential Search Committee,
Ira Simet and Dan Power were present to share information with
the Senate. Dr. Power stated that Julia Wallace, Dean, College
of Social and Behavioral Sciences, has been added to the
committee increasing it to thirteen members.
A list of the members of the expanded Campus Committee was
distributed.
Dr. Power noted that he hoped the committee
members will be looking to the good of the whole university in
this search.
They will have their first meeting this Wednesday,
December 14 and will address the task of generating search
criteria that they would like to propose at the first meeting of
the Search and Screening Advisory Committee appointed by the
Regents.
Dr. Simet asked for ideas to be sent to any member of
the Campus Committee.

•

Dr. Power stated that United Faculty did establish a committee
to look into the issue of the committee composition of the Board
of Regents' (BOR) appointed committee, and also encouraged the
Senate to look at ideas as to the search criteria. There are
currently 19 members on the Campus Committee. They
intentionally did not include the Chair of the Faculty on the
committee, as there is still an election pending.
It has been
argued that the Faculty Chair should stay off the committee in
case the faculty is unhappy with the process.
Chair Bankston commented that it is his understanding that they
have gained agreement from Regent Gartner on eight duties for
the committee.
Dr. Power stated the duties are:
1) help create
the position description; 2) review applicants files, with a
copy of the files on reserve in the library under key for
committee members who must agree to confidentiality, governed by
Iowa law; 3) service contact points for the various constituents
in the university committee; 4) to meet with the candidates as a
group when they visit the campus; 5) to help with the various
logistical functions associated with the campus visits; 6) to
attend as many of the other associated functions as possible so
the committee can be broadly represented and obtain as much
feedback as possible; 7) to summarize the evaluations of the
candidates once they have made their campus visits to provide
feedback to the Regents; and 8) to provide advice and comments
throughout the process to the search committee.

•

Dr. Power remarked that it is his understanding that Regent
Gartner has stated that he will come as often as once a week to
meet with the expanded committee if there are issues that need
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to be discussed.
He urged the Senate to discuss whether they
would like to meet with the candidates when they make their
campus visit. He estimated that there would probably be six
total visits over a three-week period and they would like to
have the same schedule as much as possible for every candidate
when they visit. He reiterated that the expanded Campus
Committee will meet this Wednesday at noon to get ahead of the
game, as the thirteen-member committee will not meet until
sometime mid-January. They are also planning a possible retreat
in early January to discuss job description and search criteria.

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING
895

Emeritus Status request for Carl Bollwinkel, Department of
Teaching, effective 8/05

Motion to docket in regular order as item #805 by Senator
Herndon; second by Senator Heston. Motion passed.

•

With the Senate's permission, Chair Bankston stated that he
would like to change the order of the agenda and more directly
to Consideration of Docketed Items due to the number of guests
present regarding that item. There was no opposition to his
request.

CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS
804

•

Curriculum Package Fall 2005

Associate Provost Koch reviewed the curriculum process for the
senate noting that it begins with faculty in departments
discussing changes that they want made in their department's
curriculum for various reasons.
Those ~ssues are debated at the
department level and approved. They then go to the college
level where they are reviewed and discussed.
The department
head and dean both sign off on the curriculum proposals mainly
for budgetary considerations.
The curriculum packet then moves
on to the central level where the undergraduate proposals are
considered by the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee and the
graduate proposals are considered by the Graduate Curriculum
Committee, which is what has taken place thus far.
There are
various committee members present today and Associate Provost
Koch thanked them for their work this fall as this is a
tremendous task and the committees have been working hard for
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many weeks to bring it forward.
The Graduate Curriculum
Committee sends its recommendations forward to the Graduate
Council, which has also taken place.
Issues related to teacher
education are also reviewed by the Council of Teacher Education,
and consultation with the Liberal Arts Core Committee on
relevant issues is also pursued.
Everything now comes to the
Faculty Senate for approval.
Associate Provost Koch noted that the on-line curriculum support
system designed by Dr. Kaparthi, a member of the Faculty Senate,
is continuing to function exceedingly well and is really saving
a great deal of time and resources. All parties involved
appreciate the continued development of that system.

•

Associate Provost Koch proceeded to highlight the curriculum
packet, noting there is a proposal for a new B.S. in Air Quality
from the Department of Earth Science, there are five new
professional science M.A. programs, there two new intensive
study areas in the E.D.D. program, and there is a name change
for the Women's Studies Program to Women's and Gender Studies.
There are a total of 102 new courses and 151 courses are being
dropped from the catalog .
Following approval from the Senate, the next step is for those
items requiring BOR approval to move forward to the Council of
Provosts (COP) for the February 1 and 2 meeting that will occur
during the BOR meeting.
If approved at the COP meeting, the
packet will then move forward for BOR approval at their next
meeting, which will allow us to meet publication deadlines for
the 2006 - 2008 catalog. All curriculum changes that are listed
here will go into effect beginning with the new catalog next
fall.
Program representatives were present to answer questions the
Senate may have, noted Associate Provost Koch, and she
recommended the Senate approve the proposals.

•

Senator Herndon asked if the number of credits for a B.A. degree
were 120, which Associate Provost Koch responded that that was
so.
Senator Herndon also asked the number credits required for
teaching which Associate Provost Koch responded that it varies
depending on the area but the minimum is somewhere around 130
but noted that many students take hours beyond the minimum.
Senator Herndon asked the number of credits for an extended
major. Associate Provost Koch responded that there are several
kinds of extended programs with the maximum required hours in a
non-teaching B.A. being 74. There are some programs whose
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majors are as high as 90 hours, which are obviously extended
programs.
Associate Provost Koch noted that the Senate has asked the
University Curriculum Committee (UCC) to take a look at the
length of majors as an assignment for next semester.
In response to Senator Herndon's question about certificates,
Associate Provost Koch responded that those are pretty open.
Certificates, generally speaking, are shorter than a minor and
most are 15 to 18 credit hours but there are some that are
considerably longer. Certificates are designed to give students
some added value for their degree as they graduate. They
usually don't involve any new courses and are just a new way to
put some courses together.

•

She also noted, in response to Senator Herndon's question about
certificates involving new courses, there is no rule limiting
them and there are a few certificates in the packet that have a
few new courses in them.
However, the new courses are probably
not just serving the certificate and are also serving either a
minor or major .
Senator Heston asked of the dropped courses, how many are being
dropped through clean up of seldom or never offered courses.
Diane Wallace, UNI Registrar's Office, responded that of the
dropped courses, 105 fall into that category and that 16 that
fall into that category have already been dropped by the
departments.
Basically 30 regularly offered courses are being
dropped, Senator Heston reiterated, with 90 being added,
increasing the number of courses being offered by 60.
Associate Provost Koch remarked that it is very hard to predict
what will fall into the seldom and never offered category
because every time a new course is offered, the department
offering it believes it will be taught on a regular basis.
It
doesn't matter so much as to the number of courses that are out
there, it's when they are offered that is the "living
curriculum." This is pretty typical for UNI to have this kind
of a split and she is happy to have the seldom and never offered
courses to add because that brings a net number of more dropped
than added courses.

•

Senator Soneson asked if any of the new courses or programs
would require the hiring of new faculty lines. Associate
Provost Koch replied that the answer lies at the departmental
level, on a course-by-course and program-by-program basis. The
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department heads and faculty, and deans with department heads
analyze the curriculum proposals and decide whether they can
support them or not. Once the dean has signed the proposal,
that indicates that they are comfortable with it from a
financial point of view.
The curriculum committees are not
qualified to analyze financial implications nor are they charged
to do that.
Senator Gray asked about the number of new courses that were
added because of the Professional Science Master (PSM) program.
Dr. Cliff Chancey, Physics, responded that he doesn't know the
exact number but that there are more than a few courses that
have been added.
In the Applied Physics program, they are
adding these classes partly in conjunction with a rearrangement
of some undergraduate majors as well, with many being offered as
"G" courses that will substitute for other courses.
It is a
significant number and the faculty have already committed to
teaching those courses.
Senator O'Kane noted that all of the new courses in Biology are
the result of the PSM.

•

•

Associate Provost Koch noted that the curriculum committees have
already heard a great deal about the PSM's, and the basis for
their approval was their understanding of what the programs are.
She asked Dr. Chancey to describe the programs for the Senate.
Dr. Chancey stated that the Professional Science Masters is a
new degree that was founded about seven years and is supported
by the Sloan Foundation.
They are terminal master degrees,
typically having an internship rather than a masters thesis or
written project, but the internship can also have a project.
They are designed to have content knowledge, business
information, and an internship experience. The genesis of the
UNI programs began about two and half years ago, and were pushed
by the Sloan Foundation.
The Council of Graduate Schools (CGS)
had an open request for proposals and UNI was fortunate enough
to be ranked well at the national level. The PSM programs that
are being proposed depend on each other. One is taught in
cooperation with the faculty of the College of Business. The
programs before you have been put forward with a great deal of
thought by the science faculty, and is not done lightly.
Some
have the support of the CGS but it still requires a commitment
of the faculty.
They may look for resource support in the
future but in the short term they have no problem running these
programs, as this is part of the support they have received from
the university and from the CGS. They have had a very strong
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•

commitment from the business community in Iowa, stronger than he
would have guessed which means we will have fee-paying students
corning in from business.
Senator Soneson asked if new resources were needed for these
programs.
Dr. Chancey responded that at present the CGS gave
UNI the wherewithal to offer the programs. While some of the
departments are hiring new faculty, they are doing it by
internal shifting of resources and in the Biology Department
they are hiring a person with a specialty in Ecosystem
Management. These new faculty that will be directed to the new
PSM are corning about because of internal shifts in resources.
Other funding for it comes from adjunct support, which is being
paid for by the CGS.
In the short term of two or three yeas, we
can offer these programs.
Part of the proposal to the CGS and
the Sloan Foundation allowed us to be self-critical about what
we could do in the short term and what resources we would need
in the future.
Part of their charge to us before they would let
us go forward was that they required us to develop exit
strategies if something didn't happen or we didn't meet a
certain bench- mark, it would be a reason to stop the program.
For the Physics package we were very upfront in saying another
faculty line was needed.
If it turns out that the State of Iowa
cannot provide for this, that is one of the points at which we
will implement an exit strategy.
The Physics faculty, as are
other faculty, are so committed to this and it has had the
unanirnou~ support of the Graduate Council.
We are willing to
test the waters to see what benefit we can do for Iowa business,
ourselves, and the community.
In the short term, we will be
stretched to do this. What is in question is whether in the
next two years the State of Iowa wants to step in and provide
resources.
If not, then we will step back and that is the best
we can do. The need in the state is great for a program like
this, both technical and scientific.
So, for the next three
years we can do this.
Faculty Chair Joslyn added that the Graduate Council Curriculum
Committee (GCCC) has reviewed in depth all the graduate
curriculum and shared some of their comments on this PSM. She
noted that the charge to the GCCC was to not look at the
budgetary issues but to look at how well the proposal fits in
with the university, and it's mission and values.
The committee
was unanimously in support of the PSM because they felt that
this terminal, applied degree is exactly what UNI does best.
Part of our mission is not to provide research-intensive types
of doctoral programs but to provide more applied programs.
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Senator Heston asked if we can assume that the colleges that are
making the expansions have the resources already to fully take
care of their Liberal Arts Core (LAC) responsibilities. That is
one of the primary, central things that we do here, and if the
LAC is not being taken care of well then she worries about
expanding into new areas where there is temporary support.
In
terms of long term support, once resources are shifted and new
faculty are hired in certain kinds of lines, you can lock
yourself into a position where you have people who may not be
able to "flexu back into a different kind of position. Her
concern with this is what kind of impact is it likely to have on
the staffing of LAC programs, undergraduate majors versus doing
well with our masters programs.
Faculty Chair Joslyn responded that that is a question that the
deans would have to answer, as it wasn't the charge to the
curriculum committees.

•

•

Dr. Chancey also responded, noting in Physics this proposal is
causing some rearrangement in the majors' classes but it is
having no effect and no reduction in their offerings of LAC
classes. His department is one that has a relatively large LAC
component, which are, in response to Senator Heston's question,
staffed by tenure and tenure-track faculty.
He noted that the
Physic's faculty are so committed to the LAC in the early
discussion about the PSM their concern was that it not only not
effect the LAC offerings but that it not adversely impact the
major.
Senator Herndon noted that there were some changes in the
prerequisites; can a student now still complete a bachelor's
degree in four years? Dr. Koch replied that the Undergraduate
Curriculum Committee looks very carefully at prerequisites and
tries to make sure that they are visible in the curriculum so
that students really understand the whole trail.
It does vary
from major to major whether or not a student can finish in four
years, and in most programs students could finish in four years.
She noted that there are a number of departments, HPELS for
example, where there are a number of emphasis areas. One
emphasis might be shorter than another so it depends which
emphasis area a student chooses as to how long it takes them to
complete their program. There are also a large number of
students that don't pick their major until the beginning of
their junior year, which matters a lot in some majors. The
length of time it takes a student also has to do with advising
so they try to make sure the written information is very clear
which helps advisors be more clear. The faculty in the major
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are most qualified to determine what students need; the
curriculum committees tries to make sure they have described
what it is students need.
Senator Herndon reiterated that if a student declares a major
when they should, they could probably graduate in four years.
Associate Provost Koch also noted that there are a great number
of students double majoring and picking up extra minors and
certificates, which lengthens their time.
Dr. Bev Kopper, Academic Assessment and former Liberal Arts Core
Coordinator, noted that new courses versus dropped courses is an
issue in the LAC.
There were no new courses that the LAC
Committee reviewed in this packet, but there were some tnat
looked like they might be good Capstone courses and was that
discussed when they were presented to the Undergraduate
Curriculum Committee. Associate Provost Koch replied that she
didn't remember any discussion about that but that would be a
natural next step for some of those courses.

•

Senator Heston asked how this curriculum package compares to the
one that was passed at the last cycle when there was no increase
in resources, noting that there has not been any substantial
increase since then.
Associate Provost Koch responded that the main thing they
noticed is that they are seeing less creeping in the size of the
majors in undergraduate majors, people are realizing that they
need to keep a lid on the length of the major and they are
making the effort.
Chair Bankston noted that there was a statement that seemed out
of place and asked for clarification.
In the Finance program it
says Finance majors cannot minor in Finance and Real Estate
majors cannot minor in Real Estate, and assumes because the
statement is included that someone has done that or tried to do
it, and is that the case.
Senator Kaparthi responded that he
does not believe that anyone has done that but it is to prevent
someone from trying.
Motion to accept the Curriculum Package as submitted by Senator
O'Kane; second by Senator Kaparthi. Motion passed with one
abstention.

•

Senator Weeg suggested that it might be helpful for the Senators
to receive Associate Provost Koch's comments about the major
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changes.
do that.

Associate Provost Koch stated that she'd be happy to

COMMENTS FROM FACUTY CHAIR, SUE JOSLYN

Faculty Chair Joslyn noted that they are moving forward with
Turnitin.com; she has spoken with the deans and the library and
everyone is receptive.
Interim Provost Lubker is very
supportive and the issue now is who will pay for it.
Interim Provost Lubker stated that it will be treated as a one
or two year experiment, and will fund it for that period of
time.
If it looks as though it is being used and is an
effective tool for the campus he will ask the deans for
financial support.
She noted that the faculty comments she has heard thus far
regarding Turnitin.com have been appreciative

•

She also noted that the Plagiarism and the Academic Rigor groups
met for the last time for the semester. Those meetings will
continue next semester and will get the meeting dates and times
sent out. The discussions continue and, thanks to Dr. Cliff
Highnam, Head of the Department of Communicative Disorders, who
referred to it as "poking the snake", the snake continues to be
poked. There has been good input provided and hopefully there
will be some concrete results in addition to the plagiarism
prevention program.
Senator Gray asked what the anticipated start date would be for
when Turnitin.com.
Faculty Chair Joslyn responded that she is
hoping it will be yet this month as they can then let faculty
know so that can be included in their syllabus. According to
the Turnitin.com representative, that is a good preventive
measure against plagiarism. Once the company gets the final ok,
it takes a very short time for it to become connected.

NEW BUSINESS

Faculty Representative for the UNI Health and Safety Committee

•

Chair Bankston noted that Senator Weeg's appointment to that
committee is coming to an end and she is not eligible for reelection. At the beginning of the semester there was one
opening on that committee and two interested candidates. The
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candidate that was not elected previously, Michelle Swanson,
Price Lab School Instructor, is still interest in serving on
that committee. A call for other interested candidates revealed
none.
Motion to elect Michelle Swanson as Faculty Representative to
the UN! Health and Safety Committee by Senator Heston; second by
Senator VanWormer. Motion passed.

ONGOING

CETL Task Force

•

•

Chair Bankston noted that last spring, as a result of the Campus
Conversation, the Senate established a task force to look at the
Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, and whether or
not that facility should be funded.
The Senate gave the task
force the deadline of the end of this semester to report back
their initial findings as to whether the university should
pursue a Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, and if
that was the case, to then move on to next step .
Senator Heston, Task Force Committee Chair, stated that the
electronic version of the report, which was also included in the
senator's packets, is the correct version that the Senate should
refer to.
A number of recommendations were made and are listed
in the report.
She summarized the report, saying that while
many people do think it is a very good idea, there are serious
reservations about the financial realities the university faces.
She finds it interesting to have this discussion following the
discussion on the curriculum packet which the Senate approve,
and is it an issue of limited financial resources or one of
putting our priorities in a different place. She also noted
that it was a great committee to work on and was grateful for
the members that were appointed.
Senator Soneson stated that the second recommendation was an
ongoing interdisciplinary faculty discussion about student
learning and effective teaching which should be initiated and
sustained over at least the next three years.
This sounds like
precisely the sort of thing we want the center to do and the
committee is really recommending the work of the center without
the center. Clarification needs to be made as to who is going
lead this discussion and where is it going to take place .
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Senator Heston responded that the centers that the committee
looked at were providing far more than simply leading
discussions and a real center would do substantially more than
just that.
In terms of that activity, their hope was that the
Senate would undertake the initiative to go forth.
There are
already some discussion groups going on on campus that might be
built on. There is always the question as to who will be in
charge of organizing and how do you keep people sustained and
engaged.
Having a center would not guarantee any more sustained
engagement in the conversation than not having a center and
having it lead by faculty.
Personally she liked the old center
and used it quite a lot but doesn't know if most faculty were
that engaged.
Having a center or not is not the issue, it's the
willingness of faculty to find the time to commit to these
discussions.
Associate Provost Koch mentioned that the LAC Carver Grant has
been doing the work of the center, as there have been exactly
these kinds of ongoing interdisciplinary discussions about
student learning and effective teaching. There are a number of
people out there who have been Carver fellows and there will be
another group starting the Graduate Carver Grant this year that
will give uk another 20, having the same kinds of conversations
about improving teaching and learning. While there have been a
lot of good things going on, there just hasn't been the auspices
of the center in which to have them.
Senator Soneson continued that one of the other things a center
such as this can do is provide individual resources for faculty
who feel like they are struggling, either faculty facing tenure
or mid-term faculty who feel like they're getting "rusty" and
need to sharpen their focus.
These kinds of things cannot
really take place without a center, and if we're going to wait
three or four years to bring this up, we're going to lose three
or four precious years, especially for younger faculty.

•

Senator Heston commented that the committee was quite
enthusiastic at the beginning of their discussions in creating a
new center but they encountered strong opposition from some very
vocal faculty.
In terms of just faculty support, it would be
very difficult to persuade faculty that a center is critically
needed.
Sixty percent would be a strong "yes" in support of
such a center; 40% would say a strong "no", and that was how it
was divided when they talked with the colleges and with the
deans. There is support for such a center in theory and
principal but it comes down to the issue of resources.
She's
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not certain ' how to have a discussion on how to prioritize
resources and shifting them from one area to another.
Senator Soneson also commented on the third recommendation, that
faculty and administration think seriously about the degree to
which they are committed to excellence in teaching.
He noted
that if faculty are truly interested in that, as we say we are,
then we should "put our money where our mouths are.n Some
faculty feel there is no problem with teaching anywhere; we're
all excellent teachers, which seems to be rather self-deceptive.
A center would be a place where we could help and support each
other. We all have room to grow and would miss out on the
opportunity for professional growth. Are we truly concerned
about excellence in teaching or is it a nice phrase to attract
students?
Vice-Chair O'Kane remarked that he was surprised at the
ambivalence and opposition; what are they opposed to?

•

Senator Heston responded that there are multiple reasons for
opposition.
Some faculty were adamant that the last center was
ineffective and a waste of resources, and that a new center
would not be of any greater value than the old center regardless
of how it was organized.
People are very concerned about the
financial situation. The previous center had a budget of
approximately $200,000 - $250,000. When talking with the deans,
they stated that they thought it was a good idea but would not
be able to come up with $50,000 from their college to help run
it. And in looking at Turnitin.com, they're also asking who's
going to pay for that. They have really accepted the notion
that financially we cannot afford a center unless we do
significant redistribution of resources. And once you start
talking about that, people become very reluctant to really
support something that might cost their department faculty
lines.
Vice-Chair O'Kane continued that if the question was phrased in
terms of would you like a center and don't worry about the
funding, would there still be opposition?
Senator Heston replied that yes, there would still be some
opposition because there are some people who think a center is
unnecessary, that the only thing you need to be an effective
teacher is to do your scholarship .

•

Faculty Chair Joslyn commented that the negative opposition is
being overplayed; the clear support is 57% and the clear
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opposition is 27%. To have 57% of faculty agreeing is a big
thing and to play up those that are against it as a reason not
to go forward seems like dragging our feet.
Senator Heston responded that part of the issue is that there
was less than a 20% response rate for that 57%.
Faculty Chair
Joslyn noted that the responders are those that are really for
it or really against it. Which, Senator Heston noted, means 80%
of the faculty don't care one way of the other, that's the way
to interrupt it.
Faculty Chair Joslyn responded that that could
be a lack of education on the part of the faculty as to what a
center could do for them.
Senator Heston responded that she thought that underestimate~
what faculty are interested in and what their concerns are.
The
committee received very mixed responses and through the whole
process the majority of the responses were put very clearly,
there are other things we could spend out money on.
Faculty Chair Joslyn reiterated that 27% in opposition, that is
ruling the decision, is unfair.

•

•

Senator Heston responded that the Senate can choose to ignore
this and make a recommendation to the Provost.
Senator Soneson remarked that if the Senate endorsed such a
center then the Provost could then go to the BOR with a request,
that UNI, being the undergraduate college of Iowa, really needs
this sort of resource so we can meet the needs of all the
students in Iowa.
Interim Provost Lubker commented that he would have to go the
UNI cabinet for their approval before proceeding to the BOR.
Prior to attending today's Senate meeting he was at a cabinet
retreat where they looked at budgetary issues. He noted that
there is a potential problem with Internet security, or the lack
thereof here at UNI.
UNI has been broken into from all over the
world on numerous occasions because UNI does not have any campus
computer security. Most universities have a staff of two to
four people who do nothing but protect their campus from this
sort of thing.
UNI has nothing.
What is more important?
$250,000 for a center or $250,000 to protect the university from
Internet thieves? He noted that is just one example of the kind
of thing they have to look at.
Personally, he would like to see
such a center. As a dean he saw it save careers for several
faculty but he has no idea where $250,000 would come for such a
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center.
It would not come from the Regents, as they don't give
us much.
Senator Soneson asked if this is something we could asked the
Foundation to look into? Interim Provost Lubker responded that
yes, we could as they are wide open for a new capital campaign.
Senator Heston noted that the issue isn't really the capital
part, it's staffing. There is space for a new center in the
East Gym.
There are people who would argue that we could expand
ITS-Education Technology and that would be sufficient.
From
reading both previous reports from Dr. Sell, previous CETL
director, and from faculty discussion, the original center was
met with considerable opposition. A new center would also be
met with opposition from faculty and it depends on whether it's
a battle we want to fight.
The morally correct thing to do is
to say that teaching is critically important at this institution
and we should be finding money to support a real center.
The
issue then becomes who's going to be responsible for finding
that money and persuading faculty that are unsupportive that it
might not be a bad idea.
That was not the charge of the
committee; this committee was to see if we should go forward or
not.
Based on the information they received, it would be
consuming much faculty energy and stress when we don't really
have the resources to create the center, which is the message
she's hearing from administration.
Interim Provost Lubker noted that the first recommendation keeps
the topic on the table. And as money comes back it will be a
high priority item.
But, Senator Heston noted, what guarantee
is there that the money will be set aside that?
Dr. Kopper commented, relating to the first recommendation, was
rather than just letting it sit for three year, in the meantime
there are some critical issues that should be discussed, such as
the quality of teaching and a mentoring system. These are
things that came out of the task force study and they are
important discussions they didn't want to see wait.

•

Senator Soneson remarked that when he first came to UNI he
looked very skeptically on the Center for the Enhancement for
Teaching (CET).
He had never been involved with one and thought
it was superfluous.
He did become involved and thought it was
one of the best things he's done here at UNI.
It was incredibly
helpful to him as a teacher and he knows others that have said
the same thing.
It may be that those who have not been involved
either don't care to talk about teaching or they don't see the
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potential.
He looks at the 80% that did not respond as people
who are somewhat ambivalent because they simply don't know what
such a center will do.
Senator Herndon commented that during the summer UNI sponsored
the Carver Institute, which focused on technology, new courses,
interdisciplinary topics and issues, and writing across the
curriculum.
To keep this alive, is there a possibility of
paying people during the summer to have these conversations, to
get involved in some of the mentoring kinds of things? Her
understanding is that this is a grant program and that may be
somewhat limiting and would require someone to write a grant to
do it.
She's concerned because people who apply and attend
already are the ones who want to get better but there are those
that don't care at all.

•

Senator Heston remarked that the committee's charge was to
operate on the assumption that we would not have a center.
There were a lot of ideas that might be less expensive than a
whole center. And there were those that said if we're not going
to do a center really well then we shouldn't do anything at all.
PDA's focused on teaching were suggested as a possibility.
There are a number of things that could be done that might
involve a shifting of resources but that requires a very strong
political will, general consent from the faculty that this is a
good thing to do, and she doesn't know how to go about getting
that. There are people here that are very much against this and
they are vocal about it. What does the Senate think is most
important to do?
Chair Bankston clarified this issue in terms of the Campus
Conversation, stating that if it would not be a Center for the
Enhancement of Teaching.
One of the things that was made very
clear was that if a center was constructed or reconstructed,
it's mission would change and remedial services would not be the
primary focus.

•

Senator Heston added that she would argue that the old center's
primary focus was not remedial, it did do good things for a few
people but had a much bigger fortress than that.
She also noted
that the Senate may think about putting the task force report on
the web page or through electronic distribution, which was one
of the recommendations, for faculty response.
She also noted
that most of the senators have been silent on this and she would
like to know what they think .
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Senator VanWormer remarked that she remembered the old center
and she was relieved when it was taken away, thinking there's an
administrative position involved and the money can go to
something else. Her concern was the resources; however, she
would much rather have a teaching center than the McLeod Center.
She didn't think the old center really didn't help people, that
it didn't help people that were having trouble getting tenure,
which she thought was one of it's objectives.
Senator Heston noted that the old center did in fact help
faculty with their teaching, but it wasn't lust limited to that.
And that those that supported a new center wanted the same kind
of options, someone who was not tied to the tenure process to
assist them with their teaching, colleagues to assist them.
Senator Soneson commented that the old center really did help
poor teachers, and many faculty were helped immensely.

•

Senator Basom stated she agrees with everything that Senator
Soneson said.
Her first year at UNI was the first or second
year that the center was open and Roger Sell had meetings for
beginning faculty and everyone who participated loved them
because you got to meet people from other departments; you were
able to talk about your teaching experiences in a nonthreatening setting. This was a very positive experience and
many of those faculty members went on to make extensive use of
the small group diagnostic technique, and are still doing it.
She believed there were very positive outcomes from that
experience, and faculty were helped to improve their teaching.
For the new faculty the networking that went on was especially
important, and that was how she met people her first couple of
years here.
The people she has talked with seem overwhelmingly
in favor of such a center.
She also noted that UNI is the only· one of the three Regents
universities that doesn't have a center and yet we're the only
one that really specifically mentions quality undergraduate
teaching in our mission.
It seems a bit ironic that we don't
have one when the core of our mission is quality undergraduate
teaching. Are we really focusing on teaching? The report does
raise that question because more and more you see emphasis on
research and away from how we define quality teaching and how it
is supported.

•

Senator Heston commented that an interesting challenge is to
figure out whether or not any particular service or approach has
a positive approach on ones teaching. There was clearly a sense
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that the previous center had not provided for some people clear
evidence that it had a positive impact.
Sure some individuals
received help but overall, was it worth $250,000 a year?
Senator Weeg stated that she would plea for the inclusion of
library faculty in whatever teaching enhancement activities
occur.
The Carver Institute is directly linked to teaching
credit courses in the LAC. Library faculty meet with thousands
of students in the LAC, providing instruction, creating on-line
library orientation that all students can make use of, and web
based critical thinking activities. Whatever mechanism is used
to provide this support, please include library faculty.
Senator Heston noted that library faculty were included in the
survey.
Associate Provost Koch stated that library faculty are included
in the graduate Carver Institute.

•

Senator Tallakson wondered if the non-response from faculty is
not against the center but when looking at the amount of money a
center would cost, there are so many other needs that the money
could be spent on .
Vice-Chair O'Kane noted that he suspected that some of silence
from faculty is due to the fact that the committee was charged
to find out these facts. And in looking at the report, they may
feel that they should not go against the committee's
recommendation.
Senator Heston responded that the committee would not have an
issue if the Senate felt that way and would step forward to say
so.
Vice-Chair O'Kane stated that the center has been very valuable
for some faculty but in these low-budget times, we're in a major
up hill battle.
Dr. Kopper noted that in the task force's recommendation that
the report be put on the web; that may generate more discussion
or responses.

•

Senator Soneson suggested that the Senate do two things, post
the report on the web and open up some type of communication
where a discussion could take place .
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Chair Bankston stated that there are several options. He sees
no reason to send it back to the committee for more data.
Initially the committee was charged with determining whether or
not we needed a center.
If the answer was yes, the committee
would have been asked to write a mission statement for the
center as well as a job description. When it appeared that
there was not much support for the center, the committee asked
for more time to gather more information. The Senate could vote
on it now but that does not appear to be the best way to go.
Or, the report can be put on the web and input from the faculty
can be gathered. Or, the report can be tabled and put on the
web, with additional discussion at a future Senate meeting.
This is one of many outcomes tied to the Campus Conversation and
not all of them will be funded.
For this initiative to be
pushed up the line there has to be significant faculty support,
we have to show that the faculty as a majority are behind this
initiative.
Discussion followed on how best to gather
additional input followed.
Senator Heston commented that part of the issue is that the
faculty have been asked repeatedly about this issue.

•

Motion by Senator Soneson to table the report, to put the report
on the web along with a way for faculty to respond to it, as
well as notifying the faculty that it will be discussed again at
the 1/23/06 Faculty Senate meeting, giving faculty time to
respond either at the web site or directly to senators so the
senate will have more information; second by Senator O'Kane.
Chair Bankston stated that probably the easiest way would be to
put it on the Senate web site.
In terms of response, whom
should comments go to?
Senator Heston responded that, as Chair of the Task Force, she
would rather the comments go to some central location for
distribution.
Senator Soneson suggested some type of "blog" so that all
faculty could see what other people are seeing.

•

For clarification, Chair Bankston reiterated the motion:
an
email going out to all faculty identifying that the document is
available on the Senate web page and that they can respond by
either participating in the "blog" or electronic discussion, or
by attending the 1/23/06 Senate meeting, or by contacting their
senator.
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Motion passed with one opposed.

ADJOURNMENT

Motion to adjourn by Senator Mvuyekure; second by Senator
Herndon. Motion passed.
The meeting was adjourned at 4:55 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,
Dena Snowden
Faculty Senate Secretary

~

~
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Historical Summary
In February 2005, two half-day campus conversations were held under the leadership of
President Robert Koob. All faculty, staff and administrators were invited to participate in small
group conversations, which were focused on identifying ways to enhance the quality of work life
for all members of the UNI community. One key, high-priority idea arising from these
conversations was the creation of a "Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning," and there
was a preliminary goal of having such a center up and running by Fall2006. The Faculty Senate
was given the responsibility of examining and developing this idea. The Senate created an eight
member task force charged with investigating the question and returning a recommendation to
the Senate by December 2005 about whether or not such a center should be pursued. The
members of the Task Force were appointed by Senate Chair Ronnie Bankston and included
representatives from all academic colleges, the library, student services, and the Provost's Office.
The members were Melissa L. Heston (Chair, Faculty Senator from the College of Education),
Karen Agee (Academic Services), Kenneth Bleile (College of Humanities and Fine Arts), Arthur
Cox (College of Business Administration), Curtiss Hanson, later replaced by James Demastes
(College ofNatural Sciences), Beverly Kopper (Provost's Office, Director of the Office of
Assessment), Kim MacLin (College of Social and Behavior Sciences and Chair ofthe Graduate
Council), and Jerilyn Marshall (Library). If time allowed, the task force was also asked to
develop a preliminary plan for a center and a position description for a center director.
The task force met several times during the spring and summer of2005. A variety of
written materials were distributed to the task force, including the last report from the Director of
the Center for the Enhancement ofTeaching, documents from that center's advisory committee,
and website materials on similar centers at the University of Iowa, Iowa State University, and
our benchmark institutions. The college representatives on the Task Force also informally
queried their colleagues to see what the views of faculty might be, beyond those apparent
through the campus conversation process. The responses task force members received were quite
mixed; the task force became concerned that perhaps support for a Center for Excellence in
Teaching and Learning was not as strong as the campus conversation process had led us to
believe. We also wanted to know if there were any existing and well-developed efforts at either
the college or department levels aimed at enhancing teaching quality among all faculty.
Thus, the task force undertook a more extensive investigation to ascertain the level of
support for a new center among individual faculty, among college senates, and among both
department heads and deans. Faculty were queried through a brief email questionnaire, followed
by a brief email reminder about the questionnaire in October, 2005. Department heads and deans
were also asked for input by email questionnaire. (See Appendices A, B and C for copies of ·
these slightly different questionnaires.) Members of the task force met with each college senate
and with the Academic Affairs Council.
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Task Force Findings
The task force's findings are presented below. Both quantitative and qualitative analyses
of survey responses are discussed.

Emailed Questionnaires
Responses to emailed questionnaires were received from I 07 current tenured and tenuretrack faculty and administrators, for a response rate of approximately I7%. (There are
approximately 630 tenured and tenure-track faculty members.) Clear statements of support for a
University-wide center were received from 6I respondents (57%); clear statements of opposition
to such a center were received from 29 faculty (27%); the I7 remaining responses (I6%) either
supported the creation of a University-wide center at some point in the future or had relatively
mixed opinions. These respondents thought the University should be doing something (more) in
an organized and intentional way to enhance teaching excellence but were not strongly in favor
of, or opposed, to a University-wide center. See Table I below for a more specific breakdown of
responses by college. Very few written responses to emailed questionnaires were received
specifically from department heads or deans, although a few department heads and one dean
responded to the faculty questionnaire.
Table I. Responses of Clear Support or Opposition Arrayed by College

•

•

Clear Support
College
4
Business Administration
7
Education
20
Humanities & Fine Arts
I5
Natural Sciences
Social & Behavioral Sciences
10
4
Library
I
Anonymous
6I (57%)*
Total
*N= I07
**All responses came from a single department.

Clear Opposition
8**
4

5
6
5
0
I
29

(27%)*

Because of the overall low rate of response, it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions
about what the large majority of faculty want in regard to the establishment of a Center for
Excellence in Teaching and Learning. The emailed reminder prompt almost doubled the overall
response rate. Some of the second-call responders speculated about the meaning ofthe low
response rate. Some faculty opposed to the center argued the low rate indicated opposition to the
center. Some faculty supportive of the center suggested that faculty who didn't respond were
also supportive but too busy, given it was midterm. We believe the most appropriate
interpretation of the low response rate is that the large majority of faculty do not feel especially
strongly one way or the other regarding the center. That is, we suspect that they have at best
mixed feelings about the creation of a center, perhaps for a wide variety of reasons.
Written comments regarding reasons for support or opposition were interesting,
particularly at the "extremes." Among supporters, a few faculty viewed the need for a center as
an indisputable fact and expressed astonishment at any opposition to it. Quite a few of the faculty
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supporting a center cited UNI's long standing claim to teaching excellence as sufficient rationale
to justify the creation of a top-quality center. Faculty opposed to a center generally argued that
the previous center had been ineffective, a waste of significant resources, and seldom used by the
large majority of faculty. A few faculty opposed to the center viewed the act of even raising the
question of starting a center as an insult, saying this implied that faculty were not already
providing excellent instruction or that faculty were making no efforts on their own to improve
that instruction.
In our review of the written comments, we also noted with concern one particular theme.
Some responding faculty said they believe that teaching quality has ceased to be a central
concern at UNI. More specifically, these faculty had concluded that teaching no longer really
matters to the administration as long as that teaching is at least adequate (i.e., students don't
complain too loudly, too often, or too publicly about it). In support of this view, faculty noted
that even the most excellent teaching would be insufficient to earn either tenure or promotion at
any level, that there was little generally available reward (i.e., merit pay, as opposed to the
competitive teaching awards given by the university and by colleges) for either excellent
teaching or for improving one's teaching significantly, and that Professional Development
Assignments could not be obtained for the specific purpose of improving the quality of one's
instruction in a particular course.
Meetings with College Senates
At least one task force member met with each college senate. The College of Social and
Behavioral Sciences Senate took a very strong position in support of establishing a new center
and passed an extensive resolution (See Appendix D.) which is quoted in part below:
" ... the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences Faculty Senate is unanimously
in support of the creation of a new Center for the Excellence in Teaching; ...
. . .the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences Faculty Senate encourages the
Center of Excellence in Teaching Task Force to further explore the
reestablishment of a new Center with adequate budget support."(received December 7, 2005).
The College of Humanities and Fine Arts Senate was generally quite supportive of a center as
well. The College ofNatural Sciences Senate and the Library Senate were somewhat supportive
of a center, although both Senates expressed fmancial concerns.
The College of Business Administration Faculty Council passed the following resolution
regarding the creation of a Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning.
"The Faculty Council of the College of Business Administration supports the
campus-wide enhancement of teaching and learning. However, given limited
resources, we do not support the current proposal to re-establish the Center for the
Enhancement of Teaching. We believe any proposal for such a center should
include a well defined objective and provide evidence for the effectiveness of the
center for achieving that objective." (received November 30, 2005).

•

Similarly, the College of Education Senate passed a motion recommending that "a
decision on the reestablishment of a Center for the Enhancement of Teaching be deferred
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until the university is more financially solvent" (Approved College of Education Senate
Minutes from October 17, 2005).

Meeting with the Academic Affairs Council
Several members of the task force met with the Academic Affairs Council. As was the
case with both responding faculty and the college senates, views regarding a center were mixed.
While it appeared that administrators in at least two of the colleges were quite supportive,
administrators of the other colleges were less so. The central concern seemed to be that funding
for a center would necessarily have a significant and negative impact on each college, without
concomitant benefits. While all the administrators agreed that a center could be beneficial, there
was no strong support on the part of the majority of college administrations for the creation of a
center at this time, given the current fmancial situation.
Efforts to Develop Teaching Excellence within Departments and Colleges
For the most part, departmental and college efforts to enhance the quality of teaching
seem to be limited primarily to PAC activities and occasional and informal activities like brown
bag lunch gatherings, hallway conversations, and self-organized small groups. The College of
Business Administration has organized college-wide activities in the past and plans to do so in
the future, bringing in experts on various teaching effectiveness strategies and topics. On the
whole, no college or department seems to have undertaken the task of developing teaching
excellence among all their faculty in an extensive or intensive manner. This seems to be
particularly true for mid-career and late career faculty .
Mentoring
When we informally asked faculty for their thoughts about the possible creation of a
Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning during Spring 2005, a number of faculty said
they believed that the existing mentoring systems within their departments were sufficient to
meet the professional development needs of tenure-track faculty. Thus we decided that it would
be helpful to know more about how extensive and how effective mentoring for faculty is at UNI.
Responses to a question regarding the provision of mentoring were quite diverse. At least
some departments do assign mentors to new faculty; other departments rely on more informal
approaches. In addition, some more senior faculty (tenured and promoted) believe they and
others in their departments are mentoring tenure-track faculty well. And indeed, a small number
of respondents reported that they were receiving or had received effective mentoring. More
often, however, respondents indicated that mentoring was either not provided or was ineffective.
We are concerned about the apparent wide variability in the quality and availability of
mentoring here at UNI. The principle of basic fairness requires that all tenure-track faculty have
equitable access to quality mentoring, rather than being idiosyncratically dependent upon what
each particular department or college chooses to provide.
What Faculty Say They Want
Faculty responses regarding what they most need for their own professional development
in relationship to their teaching generally fell within one of six broad and somewhat overlapping
areas .
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1. Respondents spoke strongly about their desire for access to true expertise in college
teaching and learning, usually in the form of a single person who knew the research well
and could translate that research into useable form for faculty.
2. Respondents spoke of their desire to have ongoing, interdisciplinary groups of faculty
(across both departmental and college lines) with whom to discuss teaching in a
confidential and supportive environment.
3. Faculty wanted well-developed topic-focused workshops on both the perennial
challenges of teaching (outcomes assessment, grading, teacher expectations, student
culture, instructor evaluations, and so on), and on more specific pedagogical matters
(how to develop critical thinking skills, new teaching strategies within specific
disciplines, incorporating more writing within their courses, leading effective discussions,
and so on).
4. Faculty wanted more in-depth training on how to integrate various technologies more
effectively. This may reflect a desire for more long-term and perhaps more individualized
professional development activities from the Center for Educational Technology than are
currently easily available. For example, it is one thing to develop some initial familiarity
with WebCT through the frequently available faculty workshops; it is quite another
matter to be able to use WebCT in a way that maximizes the effectiveness of that
technology and thus truly enhances student learning. A few faculty specifically desired
more assistance on how to teach more effectively on the ICN.
5. Several faculty wrote of the desirability of an organized classroom observation system by
which they could be observed by someone who could then provide guidance in a
confidential manner. Specifically, the observer should have no input into the promotion
and tenure process in any way. For example, the Small Group Instruction Diagnostic
(SGID) technique provided by Roger Sell was mentioned favorably by several faculty.
6. Several respondents wrote eloquently of their desire to understand better how students
learn and how to enhance that learning. Frustrated by the attitudes and beliefs of their
students, these faculty seek ways to communicate educational values as well as course
content, and generally believe that a center would greatly assist their efforts .
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What Faculty Do Not Want
Several faculty wrote about what they did not want in a center, even though they
supported the creation of a center. Specifically, faculty did not want a new center to be a kind of
"fix-it" shop designed to provide remedial services for poor teachers. Moreover, faculty did not
want the center to be used in a punitive manner, such that faculty_perceived by the administration
as poor teachers would be required to go to the center.
Centers at Other Institutions
We reviewed 11 teaching centers in order to determine the scope of comparable
institutions' teaching centers as well as the types of services offered. The schools reviewed were:
Iowa State, California State-Fresno, Indiana State, Northern Arizona, Central Michigan
University, Illinois State, North Caroline-Greensboro, University oflowa, University of
Minnesota-Duluth, Ohio University, and University ofWisconsin-Eau Claire. Information about
these centers was gathered primarily from each institution's website.

•

These
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

There appear to be several different types of services that can be offered by centers.
services include:
workshops
faculty forums or brown bag seminars
teaching and learning circles or communities
one-on-one consultation
department consultation
technology assistance
newsletters/emaillists
websites that provide links to resources
libraries
grant assistance/funding (related to teaching)
information and resources related to scholarship on teaching
awards

Virtually all of these services were identified as desirable by at least some of the UNI email
survey respondents.
Of the schools reviewed, Iowa State appears to have the most comprehensive center
with an excellent (and useful) web presence, as well as full serviCes (listed above) for many
types of instructors. Some institutions provide mid-level centers characterized by an adequate
web presence and the provision of some services (Iowa, Wisconsin-Eau Claire, MichiganDuluth). At other institutions, centers are focused solely on being a technological help center
(e.g., Northern Arizona; Ohio), or really are a center in name only with a limited web presence
and few services (e.g., Fresno).

•

If one were to piece together a center using the above centers as a model a full-service,
comprehensive center would provide an excellent website (e.g., Iowa State), with services (see
above list) open to many different types of participants (non-tenure, tenure- track and tenured
faculty, adjuncts and teaching assistants; e.g., Iowa State), use of graduate assistants in staffing
(Ohio), a clear strategic plan and mission statement (e.g., Central Michigan), an awards program
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(e.g., Central Michigan), learning goals (e.g., North Carolina-Greensboro), and instructional
development grants (e.g., Indiana State).

Conclusion
Significant and widespread support among both faculty and administrators for the creation of a
Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning at this time or in the near future is not evident,
barring a significant and permanent infusion of new resources. Given that both a new president
and a new provost will be hired over the next two or three years, it is also probably not the most
propitious time to undertake the creation of a centralized center.
Looking five to seven years ahead, we believe that if sufficient resources could be found
to fund a high quality center without causing significant hardship among academic departments
and colleges, it is likely that the large majority of faculty and administrators would strongly
support the creation of a center. The real question here may be one of priorities. Is teaching
excellence truly still a (or even the) top priority at the University of Northern Iowa? If so, then it
only makes sense for the University to develop a systemic and systematic approach to ensuring
the ongoing improvement of teaching among all faculty. The University should also be able to
document clearly that its approach is highly effective. Such a system could be organized in a
number of ways, but we doubt that it can be provided cheaply in terms of either funding or
faculty time.
If some kind of systemic and systematic approach to enhancing the quality of teaching at
UNI is to be developed, we recommend that this approach be developed carefully over the next
three to five years by a representative committee of faculty, department heads, and deans who
are passionate about this effort and willing to consult repeatedly with and be guided by the
faculty at large. Without diligence, deep commitment, and passionate and persuasive leadership
on the part of such a committee, the University will likely fail to make much progress in
developing and implementing a high-quality program of professional development focused on
teaching excellence.

Recommendations
Based on our work, we make the following recommendations:
1. The question of creating a Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning should be
revisited by the Faculty Senate in three or perhaps four years, once the new President and the
new Provost are established and familiar with UNI.
2. An ongoing interdisciplinary faculty discussion about student learning and effective teaching
should be initiated and sustained over at least the next three years. During this discussion,
just what quality teaching is and how it is assessed, beyond the basic tenure and promotion
process, should be defmed.

•

3. Faculty and the administration need to engage in the process of determining clearly to what
degree teaching excellence truly matters here at UNI. Assuming that true teaching excellence
is indeed still of central importance, then the faculty and administration need to develop
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mechanisms of genuine support and reward that communicate in a concomitant manner the
actual importance of teaching excellence.
4. The University should develop a systemic and systematic approach to mentoring and ongoing
improvement in teaching and professional development. This approach could grow out of
the faculty discussions suggested in recommendation 2, through the process described in the
conclusions of this report or through some other appropriate mechanism.
5. This report should be made available no later than January 15, 2006, to all faculty either
through electronic distribution or an announced posting on the Faculty Senate Website.
6. This Task Force should be disbanded.

Acknowledgement: We wish to thank Interim Provost Lubker for providing fmancial support for
our work. That support was used exclusively to duplicate written materials for the Task Force
review .
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Appendix A
Questions for Faculty

1. How long have you been at UNI and what is your current rank?
2. Did you participate in any Center for the Enhancement of Teaching activities or use
Center services?
If so, in what activities did you participate and/or what services did you use?
3. What do you believe is being done within your college or department to enhance the
quality of teaching and ongoing professional development of your faculty?
New faculty
Mid-career faculty
Late-career faculty

•

Adjuncts and Graduate Assistants
4. Does your department or college have an organized mentoring system established? If so,
how effective does that system seem to be?
5. Would you like to see a centralized university-wide teaching-learning center established
or re-established or would you prefer to have this aspect of faculty development handled
within either the department or college level?
6. What would such university-wide center or such services at the college or department
level look like ideally?
7. What would be the three most important teaching and/or professional development
activities or services that could be provided for you personally at this point in your
career?
8. Other Comments

•
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AppendixB
Questions for Department Heads
1. As a department head, what experiences, if any, did you have with services and activities
of the Center for Excellence in Teaching?
2. What do you, your department, or your college do to enhance the quality of teaching of
your faculty?
New faculty
Mid-career faculty
Late-career faculty
Adjuncts and Graduate Assistants
3. Does your department have an organized mentoring system established? If so, how
effective does that system seem to be?

•

4. Would you like to see a centralized university-wide teaching-learning center established
or re-established or would you prefer to have this aspect of faculty development handled
within either the department or college level?
5. What would a centralized university-wide service look like ideally? (or a departmental or
college level service?)
6. From your perspective, what would be the three most important activities or services for
such a center to provide to the faculty in your department over the next 5 to 7 years?
7. Other Comments

•
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AppendixC
Questions for Deans
1. What does your College do to enhance the quality of teaching of your faculty?
New faculty
Mid-career faculty
Late-career faculty
Adjuncts and Graduate Assistants
2. Does your college have an organized mentoring system established? If so, how effective
does that system seem to be?
3. Would you like to see a centralized university-wide teaching-learning center established
or re-established or would you prefer to have this aspect of faculty development handled
within either the department or college level?

•

•

4. What would a centralized university-wide service look like ideally? (or a departmental or
college level service?)
5. If a new center were created, what would be the three most important activities or
services for such a center to provide for your faculty over the next 5 to 7 years?
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Appendix IJ
Resolution from the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences Senate
TITLE: IN SUPPORT OF THE REESTABLISHMENT OF A CENTER FOR EXCELLENCE
IN TEACHING
SUBMITTED BY: The College of Social and Behavioral Sciences Faculty Senate at the
University ofNorthem Iowa
WHEREAS, the University ofNorthem Iowa's current strategic plan (2001-2006) describes its
vision "...to be the nation's finest comprehensive university, known for high quality
learning environments and a genuine sense of community"; and
WHEREAS, excellence in teaching and a campus-wide culture of putting "Students First" have
been selected as the cornerstones for attaining the UNI vision; and
WHEREAS, the mission of the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences is to achieve
distinction in undergraduate liberal and vocational education in those disciplines
housed within the College by having a faculty committed to excellence in teaching,
believing a liberally educated student is the most essential outcome of undergraduate
education; and

•

WHEREAS, state funding for the Center for the Enhancement of Teaching was recently
eliminated; therefore be it
RESOLVED, that the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences Faculty Senate is unanimously
in support of the creation of a new Center for the Excellence in Teaching; and be it
further
RESOLVED, that the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences Faculty Senate encourages the
Center of Excellence in Teaching Task Force to further explore the reestablishment of
a new Center with adequate budget support.

•

•
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CAMPUS COMMITTEE COMPOSITION, 12 DECEMBER 2005
*Susan Baker, Facilities Planning
Ronnie Bankston, Department of Communication Studies (Chair, Faculty Senate)
*Mary-Sue Bartlett, College of Education
Tim Cooney, Department of Earth Science/Science Education
Steve Corbin, Department ofMarketing
Erica Dawson, Graduate Student
Tarek Fahmy, Undergraduate Student (Vice-President, NISG)
Victoria DeFrancisco, Department of Communication Studies
Becky Hawbaker, Price Lab School (Chair, Council on Teacher Education)
John Johnson, Department of History
Lucille Lettow, Rod Library
Kim MacLin, Department ofPsychology (Chair, Graduate Council)
*Jessica Moon, Director, University Honors Program
·*Joe Murphy, Undergraduate Student (President, NISG)
Karen Paulsen, ITS
Randy Pilkington, Executive Director, Business and Community Services
*Daniel Power, Department of Management
Ruth Ratliff, Vice President for UNI Foundation
*Jenny Rokes, Undergraduate Student
Renee Romano, Vice President for Student Affairs
Justin Sell, Associate Athletic Director
*Ira Simet, Department of Chemistry
Guy Sims, Interim Director ofMaucker Union
Greg Stefanich, Department of Curriculum and Instruction
Henderson Thomas, Department ofResidence
John Vallentine, School ofMusic
*Jill Wallace, CSBS Dean
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*also a member of the Regents' Search and Screening Advisory Committee
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